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The Mayor’s Action Plan 
for Neighborhood Safety
The Mayor’s Action Plan for Neighborhood 
Safety is a complex, place-based effort 
to improve public safety and enhance the 
well-being of residents living in housing 
developments operated by the New York 
City Housing Authority (NYCHA). 
The NYC Mayor’s Office of Criminal 
Justice oversees the design and 
implementation of MAP. In 2017, MOCJ 
asked the City University of New York’s 
John Jay College of Criminal Justice to 
evaluate the effects of the MAP initiative. 
Investigators from John Jay’s Research 
and Evaluation Center designed an 
evaluation in partnership with researchers 
from NORC at the University of Chicago. 
The study monitors a range of outcomes 
in each NYCHA development participating 
in MAP as well as a matched set of non-
participating developments.
MOCJ:
The NYC Mayor’s Office 
of Criminal Justice
JohnJayREC:
John Jay’s Research and 
Evaluation Center
INTRODUCTION 
This is the second in a series of reports on the 
evaluation of the New York City Mayor’s Action Plan 
for Neighborhood Safety (MAP). This Evaluation 
Update:   
summarizes the goals and methods used to 
evaluate the Mayor’s Action Plan;
describes the quasi-experimental design used 
to test the outcomes and impacts of MAP as 
well as the data sources assembled by the 
research team and how they are used; and
portrays a logical framework the research 
team used initially to identify causal pathways 
through which various elements of MAP were 
intended to achieve their desired effect.
The MAP initiative relies on social supports and 
public safety improvements to enhance the vibrancy 
of public spaces, build trust between government 
and residents and develop local networks in 17 
public housing developments operated by the New 
York City Housing Authority (NYCHA).1 When the 
evaluation is completed, researchers will gauge the 
effectiveness of MAP by comparing key outcomes in 
MAP communities with a matched group of NYCHA 
communities not participating in MAP (Delgado et 
al. 2018). This Update introduces the measurement 
framework and analytic strategies used to design the 
study. 
NYC MAYOR’S ACTION PLAN
New York City launched the Mayor’s Action Plan 
for Neighborhood Safety in 2014, describing it as a 
“targeted and comprehensive approach” to public 
safety in housing developments operated by the New
York City Housing Authority. 
The City’s goal was to improve public safety in MAP 
developments through community empowerment, 
community connections, and community space. 
According to the Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice 
(MOCJ), the NYCHA developments involved in MAP 
accounted for one-fifth of all violent crimes reported 
in the City’s public housing developments in the 
years preceding MAP. 
When MAP began, MOCJ described its core 
strategies:
strengthening police/resident joint problem-
solving capabilities in high-crime areas;
expanding access to youth employment and 
community centers;
improving security infrastructure in NYCHA 
developments; 
1. The MAP initiative is often described as an intervention focused on 15 housing developments, but NYCHA considers three of those developments 
(Red Hook, Queensbridge, and Van Dyke) as comprising two distinct communities each. Thus, MAP could be defined as an effort involving 18 sites. 
One of those sites, however, is exclusively for older residents (Van Dyke II). It was excluded from the study. Thus, this evaluation conceptualizes 
MAP as an initiative affecting 17 NYCHA communities. 
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 ● creating permanent and routine ways for both 
residents and City officials to monitor and 
improve public safety; and,
improving shared, outdoor space in NYCHA 
developments in ways that increase 
neighborhood activation and reduce 
opportunities for crime. 
 ●
John Jay College’s Research and Evaluation 
Center (JohnJayREC) began the MAP evaluation 
in 2017 with funding from MOCJ and the City of New 
York. Researchers designed the study in partnership 
with NORC at the University of Chicago, a 
nationally respected public opinion and polling firm. 
The quasi-experimental (matched comparison 
group) evaluation combines a wide array of 
administrative indicators and survey data to estimate 
differences between MAP developments and NYCHA 
developments not involved in MAP. Researchers 
expect to complete the study in 2020. 
EVALUATION STRATEGY 
The research team is assembling administrative 
and programmatic data to monitor MAP activities 
and outcomes in NYCHA developments. Incident 
reports from law enforcement and patient information 
from the health care system provide key public 
safety metrics (crime and injuries due to crime). 
Researchers are also conducting interviews with staff 
from MAP partner agencies. Those  interviews will 
allow the study team to create descriptions of MAP 
activities and identify any obstacles and weaknesses 
in the MAP strategy. 
In partnership with NORC, the evaluation team 
is also surveying residents in each NYCHA 
development to measure their perceptions of 
community safety, the availability of services 
and social supports for local residents, and other 
indicators of community well-being. All data collected 
by the research team will be used to identify 
differences in outcomes between MAP and non-MAP 
communities and to estimate causal relationships 
between the efforts of MAP and the outcomes 
expected to result from those efforts.
As a comprehensive, inter-organizational partnership 
designed to change basic social conditions in 
distressed neighborhoods, MAP involves many 
components. 
The most effective measurement strategy for such a 
complicated initiative is to:
1. assemble the broadest set of salient, pre-
existing administrative data sets that can 
be used to measure inputs, outputs, and 
outcomes related to MAP, and 
 target new data collection efforts on the most 
important and efficient set of other factors 
that will allow researchers to test the core 




The MAP initiative is a “place-based” intervention. 
Its mission is to change places in ways that improve 
the well-being and safety of the people living in 
those places. This means the evaluation’s “unit of 
analysis” is the places involved in MAP and not the 
people living in those places, which results in a small 
sample for statistical procedures. Moreover, places 
do not exist in a vacuum. Each development is made 
up of smaller places (streets, buildings, etc.) and 
events that happen in the surrounding neighborhood 
may affect the lives of NYCHA residents. The study 
must account for many of these neighborhood 
characteristics and how the introduction of MAP may 
have interacted with those characteristics. 
The study focuses on the experiences of each 
NYCHA development as MAP was implemented, and 
on the degree to which the presence of MAP may 
have been affected by pre-existing features of the 
development. The trajectory of public safety in any 
MAP development is shaped by the history of that 
development, a history that includes the interaction 
of the development with the surrounding area as well 
as the strengths, assets, and risk factors present in 
that community. The outcomes of MAP are the result 
of how it affects each place, and the broader crime 
trends and social indicators present in each place 
provide important context and added causal factors.
Predictors 
Community attributes affect crime in specific places 
and those attributes can be divided into two types: 
1. the aggregated socioeconomic experiences of 
the people in a place; and 
 the attributes of the place itself that either 
increase or decrease the likelihood of crime. 
2.
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The prevalence of low-income youth (especially 
males) who are unconnected to employment, 
education, or training is often a strong predictor 
of crime and disorder (Wilson 2012). In practice, 
such a predictor may be measured using data 
about the age of residents, unemployment, average 
income, educational attainment, and the number of 
residents affected by criminal justice contact (often 
measured as the average number of residents on 
formal community supervision) (Brantingham and 
Brantingham 1993; 1999). In addition, the percentage 
of recently married residents, those who recently 
relocated to the neighborhood, the percentage of 
single-headed households, and the percentage of 
foreign-born residents may be correlated with levels 
of crime (Gruenewald et al. 2005). 
A neighborhood’s physical characteristics may also 
be correlated with public safety concerns (Covington 
and Taylor 1991). Researchers find the number 
of vacant housing units, neglected yards and lots, 
the presence of graffiti, and the need for structural 
repairs, for example, tend to be associated with 
higher levels of crime and less public safety (Branas 
et al. 2011; Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 1997). 
The amount of crime in a community is often 
considered an indicator of “social disorder,” along 
with various other deficits related to poor quality 
housing, low household incomes, and family 
disruption. 
A community’s level of social disorder is the result 
of many factors, including patterns of historical 
discrimination, economic isolation, and a sustained 
absence of social investment. 
Research suggests the history of disorder in a place 
is the best predictor of future disorder. Moreover, 
disorder tends to be concentrated. One study 
reported that just four percent of street addresses 
in Minneapolis produced half the calls for police 
service in that city (Sherman et al. 1989). Half the 
criminal incidents reported to police in a Seattle 
study occurred in just five percent of the city’s 
street segments (Weisburd et al. 2004). Without 
consistent effort to strengthen communities, disorder 
may be persistent. The number of street segments 
accounting for half the crime in Seattle did not vary 
much over the 14 years covered by the study. 
• 
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Challenges of Sample Size
The goal of any program evaluation is to detect 
meaningful, statistically significant relationships 
between an intervention and its intended outcomes 
by estimating the difference between two conditions: 
either the intervention is present (treatment) or it is 
absent (control). The ability of a study to detect a 
difference depends largely on two factors: 
1. the actual, true size of the difference; and 
2. the sample size available to estimate the 
difference. 
A study that analyzes 10 people or 10 places 
would only find evidence of a difference if the true 
difference were very large, while a sample of 10,000 
people or places would likely enable a study to detect 
even small differences. 
Researchers must weigh their desires for detailed, 
specific, and wide-ranging data against the need for 
sufficient sample sizes. The easiest way to maximize 
sample size in a place-based study would be to 
define the sample units (treatment versus control 
areas) as very small geographic spaces, but this 
would restrict the availability of data.  Information 
sources relevant to evaluation research tend to 
be collected at  relatively large  geographic units, 
including census tracts, census block groups, and 
various service districts.
Researchers measuring crime in specific places 
typically use government census data to measure 
community attributes while law enforcement data 
is used to track the occurrence of crime. Law 
enforcement data, however, may be available only 
at the level of police districts and census data rarely 
mirror those districts. 
Even if the geographic boundaries in datasets match 
or if some data sources are available in geocoded 
formats (e.g., specific latitude and longitude), an 
evaluation is usually disappointed by the variations 
in key data sets and by how politically-derived 
boundaries capture community characteristics. 
Political boundaries rarely reflect how residents think 
of their own neighborhoods (Groff, Weisburd, and 
Morris 2009). 
Fortunately, the most important boundaries in the 
MAP evaluation (NYCHA developments) are well-
defined, and crime information is available from 
the New York Police Department with very specific 
geographic coordinates. Thus, much of the relevant 
data about MAP can be placed in precise geographic 
boundaries. 
The sample size for the MAP evaluation, 
however, remains as a challenge. As a place-
based intervention, the evaluation needs to detect 
meaningful differences with a sample of just 34 
observations: 17 MAP developments and 17 
non-MAP developments. This may be an adequate 
sample from which to draw many statistical 
inferences, but small differences may escape 
detection and the study may find some inputs and 
outputs do not vary enough across geographic 
areas to contribute sufficient differences in expected 
outcomes. 
One response to these problems would be to 
increase the sample size. There are two standard 
approaches to increasing sample size in placed-
based evaluations: 
1. examine effects over time; and 
2. analyze sub-units, such as individuals within 
places.
Examining effects over time. The evaluation will 
measure the effects of MAP by analyzing changes in 
34 communities during the MAP time period (2014-
2019) and a pre-MAP time period (2010-2014). 
Adding a pre-MAP time period effectively doubles the 
sample size. Whenever possible, the evaluation will 
also test the effects of MAP on outcomes measured 
in time units shorter than years, such as months or 
weeks. Unfortunately, relatively few key outcomes 




Area 1: Community Empowerment
Goal 1: Increase community 
capacity and willingness to work with 
government to improve public safety.
Area 2: Community Connections
Goal 2: Increase resident access 
and involvement with social services
and other community resources to 
improve public safety.
Area 3: Community Space
Goal 3: Increase the security and 
quality of shared, community space 
through positive sense of ownership, 
improved maintenance of public 
space, and expansion of activated 
space to improve public safety.
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Adding sub-units. The evaluation will also explore 
what researchers call “subgroup units,” such as 
individual respondents in the study’s survey of 
NYCHA residents. Analyzing two response levels—
NYCHA developments and individual responses 
across developments—will allow the study to answer 
different questions. If the average effects of MAP 
are very different within developments, the within-
development variation may suggest that MAP was 
difficult to implement consistently. If the effects 
of MAP vary across developments, on the other 
hand, it could suggest that characteristics of the 
developments themselves shaped the effects of 
MAP. 
MAP as Mediator 
A mediating variable lies between the cause of 
something and its effects. Mediators are often 
partly responsible for the apparent cause-and-effect 
relationship between two variables. When a company 
experiences improvements in staff productivity after 
introducing casual Fridays, for example, the effect 
of the relaxed dress code was probably mediated by 
improvements in staff morale. 
In this study, the presence of MAP in a NYCHA 
development could be considered a mediating 
variable. Without MAP, whatever factors were 
producing existing crime and disorder trajectories 
in a development would be expected to continue as 
before. The introduction of MAP is hypothesized to 
produce a change in those trajectories by acting as a 
mediating variable. 
Measuring the influence of MAP presents a number 
of other challenges. MAP is an ecological framework 
rather than a discrete intervention. Thus, no single 
measure can capture the degree to which MAP was 
implemented in a place. It is what researchers might 
call a “latent” construct, or an idea that cannot be 
directly observed and that can only be described 
empirically by combining other, more readily 
observable data. Ideally, the data represent valid 
indicators of the presence and strength of the latent 
construct. 
The MAP evaluation team developed a wide array of 
such indicators by collecting data about MAP-related 
activities in each NYCHA development participating 
in MAP. In the evaluation framework, the resources 
and activities associated with MAP are considered 
“inputs” while their immediate results are considered 
“outputs” and their long-term effects are “outcomes.”
MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK
Inputs, Outputs, and Intermediate Outcomes
Many MAP activities can be thought of as both 
outputs (something the MAP program does) and in 
some cases intermediate outcomes (something the 
MAP program seeks to improve). 
Attendance at a community meeting, for example, 
serves both objectives. The number of individuals 
who attend MAP events is a useful indicator of the 
extent to which MAP was implemented in a given 
place at a given time—i.e., attendance as an output.  
But, higher attendance is also an intermediate 
outcome of MAP—a community is expected to be 
more engaged when residents attend meetings in 
large numbers. 
Distinguishing outputs from intermediate outcomes 
is important for understanding the evolution of MAP 
and provides a method of testing whether differences 
in implementation lead to expected differences in end 
outcomes (i.e., crime reduction and public safety). 
The MAP initiative involves a wide range of 
services and supports provided by public and 
private agencies. To include an estimate of MAP 
implementation in the evaluation, researchers need 
to compile an assortment of indicators to represent 
the activities undertaken in NYCHA developments as 
part of the initiative. 
The activities (inputs) of MAP fall into three broad 
areas: 
1. Community Empowerment: Increasing 
a community’s interest in working with 
government to improve public safety and 
enhancing the capacity of its residents to do 
so. 
2. Community Connections: Increasing resident 
access and involvement with social services 
and other positive community resources that 
improve public safety and build a sense of 
belonging among residents. 
3. Community Space: Increasing the security 
and quality of shared community space by 
enhancing a positive sense of ownership 
among residents, improving the maintenance 
of public spaces, and expanding the 
perceptions of activated space in ways that 
improve public safety.
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Some indicators in these three areas are informed by 
the study team’s direct observations and participant 
interviews, but most are constructed from the 
administrative records of service providers and MAP 
partner agencies. Researchers use administrative 
data to create indicators of MAP implementation 
in each area and to test their relationship to key 
outcomes (Figure 1). 
In the area of community empowerment, for 
example, the MAP initiative builds partnerships 
and programs to address public safety issues, 
perceptions of public safety, and trust in government. 
To support community connections, MAP expanded 
resident access to a range of social services and 
supports, while community space improvements 
included efforts known as Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (or, CPTED). 
MAP Engagement Coordinators (MECs) and 
stakeholder groups received training in CPTED 
strategies and techniques and the MAP sites 
had access to funding for CPTED projects. Each 
development proposed specific CPTED projects 
that were reviewed by a committee and funding 
was awarded to the approved projects. Some of the 
CPTED projects addressed crime and perceptions 
of public safety through the installation of new 
lighting, new locks, etc. while other projects focused 
on green space, other improvements to outdoor 
space, educational and recreational programming, or 
support for community centers.
FIGURE 1: MEASUREMENT STRATEGIES FOR KEY COMPONENTS OF MAP
MAP= Mayor’s Action Plan for Neighborhood Safety
NYCHA=New York City Housing Authority
CPTED=Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
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Note:    The measurements portrayed here represent the most comprehensive set available for the evaluation as of late 2018, but they do not capture the full range of efforts 
and interventions related to the MAP initiative. The measurements actually used in the final evaluation analysis may vary as additional data elements become avilable. 
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Each NYCHA development involved in MAP also 
participated in Neighborhood Stat (NStat) meetings, 
both citywide and locally-based meetings. Residents, 
stakeholders, and representatives of city agencies 
gathered quarterly to discuss ongoing problems 
and identify effective solutions to those issues. In 
between NStat meetings, stakeholder groups in each 
development met separately to plan and organize 
other actions to advance the goals of MAP for 
their community. Stakeholder team members were 
recruited for their knowledge of community issues 
and their commitment to the MAP process. They 
served as a bridge between the general community 
and the various partner organizations affiliated 
with MAP. The MECs and stakeholder teams met 
several times a month to share data, identify public 
safety concerns, create action plans and implement 
collaborative solutions. 
Stakeholder teams were recruited by the MECs or 
by other residents. Team members met to discuss 
community-based issues ranging from garbage 
collection to youth delinquency and then worked 
collaboratively to formulate solutions to address 
the issues. For example, residents of the Saint 
Nicholas development were concerned about 
youth congregating in areas between buildings and 
engaging in unproductive behavior. Services and 
activities were available in the neighborhood, but 
the residents believed youth were not interested 
in becoming involved with existing programs. In 
collaboration with the youth, the residents proposed 
on-site social programming to locate activities in 
the very spaces youth were already occupying. The 
aim was to involve youth in prosocial activities that 
addressed high unemployment and low high school 
graduation rates. 
Activities implemented by the stakeholder teams 
and the actions planned during NStat meetings 
are available to be used by the evaluation team to 
measure the presence and intensity of MAP efforts. 
In addition, the evaluation monitors the efforts of 
various partner agencies, including Groundswell, the 
Police Athletic League (PAL), the NYC Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Cornerstone, and many more. 
Each agency works with NYCHA developments in 
ways that expand resident supports and lead to 
improvements in public space. The evaluation is 
compiling administrative records of their activities to 
create indicators of such efforts and to include them 
in the analysis of MAP’s potential effects. 
Similarly, the evaluation is tracking MAP efforts 
focused on forging stronger connections among 
NYCHA residents and between residents and the 
providers of services and supports. The New York 
City Department of Probation, for example, offers 
its “Next Steps” program to residents of NYCHA. 
The Department of Parks and Recreation provides 
physical activities for youth through its “Kids in 
Motion” drop-in program, and the Police Athletic 
League operates several programs that are designed 
to engage young residents of NYCHA developments. 
The central goal of MAP is to improve the social 
and physical environments of public housing 
developments in ways that support public safety and 
enhance the well-being of residents. City agencies 
and nonprofit service providers offer an expanded 
range of social services and supportive resources 
in the NYCHA developments involved in MAP. 
The evaluation team maintains records of each 
program as a means of estimating the strength and 
consistency of MAP implementation and estimating 
the initiative’s effectiveness in achieving its three 
core goals: community empowerment, community 
connections, and community space. 
Outcomes and Impacts: MAP Effects
Evaluations must begin with a clear strategy for data 
collection and analysis—a plan similar to a logic 
model. Government organizations typically monitor 
community improvement efforts with logic models 
that portray the activities and expected outcomes of 
each activity. These are programmatic logic models, 
however, and they are largely aspirational. They 
articulate the best hopes of managers who use the 
model to hold participants and partners accountable 
for playing their parts. Evaluation logic models 
cannot be aspirational. A research logic model (or, 
measurement framework) must reflect the causal 
hypotheses suggested by intervention as well as a 
realistic assessment of data availability. 
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A useful measurement framework: 
1. identifies key components; 
2. proposes the expected chain of cause-and-
effect relationships between those components 
and their intended outcomes; 
3. portrays how each activity involved in the 
effort should combine to result in outputs and 
outcomes; and, 
4. suggests how each component may be 
measured. 
Understanding what outcomes are expected and 
why they are expected is the basis for establishing 
an evaluation’s goals and methods. It is a first step 
in data collection and data analysis. A properly 
developed, theoretically informed measurement 
framework increases the ability of an evaluation to 
demonstrate that an intentional intervention effort led 
to its desired outcomes rather than an unplanned or 
fortuitous set of circumstances (Coryn et al. 2010). 
Evaluation designs should be developed by 
systematically organizing what is known about a 
particular problem and the intended goals of an 
intervention. The end goal, or impact of the MAP 
initiative is to improve the quality of life and well-
being of NYCHA residents by improving public safety 
and reducing crime and the fear of crime in selected 
NYCHA developments. The evaluation hypothesizes 
that MAP results in these effects by achieving a 
series of inter-related outcomes (Figure 2). 
MAP is expected to result in increased community 
well-being and public safety by leveraging the 
influence of improved government competence 
and effectiveness, broader collaborations between 
government and communities, expanded access 
to social resources and resident supports, as well 
as improvements to the shared spaces of NYCHA 
developments in ways that create more defensible 
space and activated space. In turn, these efforts are 
expected to create stronger government legitimacy 
(residents have faith in the government’s ability 
to protect public safety) and enhanced collective 
efficacy (residents have faith in their own ability to 
enhance community wellbeing AND are willing and 
capable of doing so). 
FIGURE 2
Note:      The hypothesized relationships portrayed in Figure 2 are where the evaluation started in its analysis of MAP effectiveness, but not necessarily where it 
will end. These relationships will be tested using data collected and assembled by the evaluation team. The exact configuration of these relationships may 
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The MAP evaluation’s plan for analyzing outcomes 
and impacts takes its direction from a lengthy 
heritage of research findings. Previous studies 
have tested the origins and impacts of these factors 
in research in a wide range of substantive fields, 
including economics, social science, public policy, 
social welfare, healthcare, and criminal justice. 
Crime and the Fear of Crime 
Crime affects people directly when they become 
crime victims, but it also affects anyone who fears the 
possibility of victimization (Box, Hale, and Andrews 
1988; Farrall, Jackson, and Gray 2009; Lorenc et 
al. 2012). Fear of crime can lead to psychological, 
emotional, and social deficits. When people believe 
their community is unsafe, they may avoid social 
ties and be less likely to participate in recreational 
activities (Stafford, Chandola, and Marmot 2007). 
Pervasive fear of crime can harm residents’ sense 
of community and weaken informal social controls. 
With increased isolation and reduced activity, fear of 
crime in a community may lead to secondary issues, 
including mental health problems, depression, and 
cardiovascular disease (Pain 2000). Researchers 
also find links between fear of crime and rates 
of handgun possession (Stroebe, Leander, and 
Kruglanski 2017). 
Fear of crime is not a straightforward reflection of 
the actual incidence of crime (Skogan 1986). Even 
people who believe they live in a neighborhood 
characterized by low levels of violent crime may still 
experience considerable fear of crime (Foster et al. 
2013). When crime begins to fall in a neighborhood 
formerly affected by high crime rates, it may take 
years for residents to feel less fear of crime. Social 
context, however, has a mediating effect. When 
people feel a strong connection with their neighbors 
and the larger community, they experience greater 
resilience and are often able to overcome the fear of 
crime (Gibson et al. 2002).
Collective Efficacy 
Collective efficacy is the willingness of residents 
to help each other and to intervene in problems 
affecting the entire community (Browning, Feinberg, 
and Dietz 2004; Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 
1997). Higher levels of collective efficacy have 
been associated with lower rates of violent crime 
and criminal victimization, even after controlling for 
neighborhood characteristics including economic 
and educational disadvantages, residential instability, 
and resident demographics. Researchers find that 
higher levels of trust between neighbors lead to more 
effective uses of informal social control (resident 
willingness to scrutinize unwanted, public behavior). 
Surveys are often used to measure collective efficacy 
(Collins, Neal, and Neal 2016; Hipp 2016; Sampson, 
Raudenbush, and Earls 1997). Studies of collective 
efficacy may include questions such as, “how likely 
are you to intervene if you see someone in trouble?” 
“How comfortable would you feel asking a neighbor 
for help,” and, “would someone call the police for 
help in your neighborhood?” Researchers find that 
levels of collective efficacy are often associated 
with crime rates. Neighborhoods with high levels of 
economic disadvantage, racial inequality, and low 
levels of collective efficacy may have higher homicide 
rates (Morenoff, Sampson, and Raudenbush 2001). 
Studies also suggest that fear of crime can be a 
mechanism through which high levels of crime 
suppress collective efficacy (Markowitz et al. 2001).
Government Legitimacy 
Legitimacy is a critical part of the public’s acceptance 
of governmental authority. According to Suchman 
(1995: 574), legitimacy is the “generalized perception 
or assumption that the actions of an entity are 
desirable, proper, or appropriate within some 
socially constructed system of norms, values, 
beliefs and definitions.” Legitimacy derives from the 
reciprocal relationships of government authority, 
citizens, and the agencies and organizations 
comprising government. Citizens and governmental 
organizations must hold each other accountable to 
establish mutual trust. When government leaders 
work for the benefit of the entire population and do 
so with demonstrated fairness, and when citizens 
develop confidence and trust in government 
authority, the government gains legitimacy. Two 
conditions are required for citizens to perceive 
a government as legitimate: the decisions and 
actions of government are objectively fair; and, 
the government and its agencies demonstrate 
trustworthiness (Levi, Sacks, and Taylor 2009). 
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People are more likely to follow the law and 
cooperate with legal authorities when they view 
the representatives of law (e.g., police officers and 
judges) as both legitimate and fair. The combination 
of legitimacy and fairness in the legal context is 
often referred to as “procedural justice” (Tyler 2006). 
Procedural justice contains four key components: 
civilian involvement and voice, impartiality, respect 
and dignity, and trustworthy intentions (Goodman-
Delahunty 2010; Tyler and Huo 2002). Police, 
for example, develop legitimacy with community 
residents by making social connections with 
them—sometimes even a simple gesture such as 
remembering a person’s name. When police officers 
build relationships with citizens, their interactions 
become less combative. When individual police 
officers are perceived as fair, neutral in their actions, 
and respectful to the community, the legitimacy of 
law enforcement increases (e.g., Mastrofski, Snipes, 
and Supina 1996; Sunshine and Tyler 2003). 
As legal authorities demonstrate their legitimacy 
and gain the trust of the community, residents of the 
community begin to experience “legal socialization,” 
or the process by which persons develop an 
appreciation for societal rules, the institutions that 
create those rules, and the individuals responsible 
for enforcing them (Trinkner and Cohn 2014; Hogan 
and Mills 1976; Tapp and Levine 1974). Two key 
processes occur during legal socialization: people 
internalize social norms, including those that control 
behavior and constitute the legal system; and, people 
develop positive feelings and attitudes toward legal 
authority (Trinkner and Cohn 2014; Tapp 1976, 1991; 
Tapp and Levine 1974). 
When citizens have positive experiences with 
legal authorities, they are more likely to see police 
officers and law enforcement itself as legitimate. 
Perceived legitimacy is important as it shapes 
people’s willingness to obey police and comply with 
legal authority (Tyler and Fagan 2008), aid in crime 
detection, and support public safety (Schulhofer, 
Tyler, and Hug 2011). A community’s trust in the 
government responds to social, political and 
sociodemographic forces. Trust in government tends 
to fall when people experience unemployment and 
financial stress, perhaps signaling government’s 
failure to provide sufficient opportunity (Weinschenk 
and Helpap 2015; Wilkes 2015). Business cycles 
including prosperity, depression and recession 
also appear to affect citizen trust in government 
(Stevenson and Wolfers, 2011).
Trust in government and the legitimacy of 
government are the moral bases of political power 
and the reasons citizens are ever inclined to abide 
by the decisions of others (Birch 1993). Citizens 
create political legitimacy when they consent to 
comply with the officials, structures, and processes 
of government. When governmental officials extend 
their authority through procedures and practices 
perceived as fair by citizens, they are more likely to 
be considered as legitimate and deserving of respect 
(Levi, Sacks, and Tyler 2009; Tyler 2001). When 
community members have input in governance, it 
promotes the responsiveness of government and 
legitimizes local representative democracy (Sonpar, 
Pazzaglia and Kornijenko 2010). Legitimacy is 
also dynamic, requiring consistent engagement 
and renegotiation based on the changing needs, 
demands or conditions of the governed (Suchman 
1995). Legitimacy is inherently unstable, especially 
when institutional structures and social norms are 
volatile (Beetham 1991).
Government Competence and Effectiveness 
An organization’s legitimacy depends on the 
perceptions of those it serves. Institutions such 
as schools, churches and other community 
organizations help to sustain community norms and 
to provide social settings where residents interact 
with one another (McQuarrie and Marwell 2009). 
The level of support and citizen interaction enjoyed 
by an organization varies based on its access to 
organizational and community resources, the manner 
in which it uses and targets organizational power, 
and the larger social structure of the community 
(Vermeulen, Laméris, and Minkoff 2016). 
Government 
Organizations
Government organizations earn 
the trust of the community not only 
when they support the community, 
but when they engage citizens 
effectively and align their goals 
with those of the community.
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Government organizations earn the trust of 
the community not only when they support the 
community, but also when they engage citizens 
effectively and align their goals with those of the 
community (Parsons 1960; Ruef and Scott 1998). 
Effective government organizations integrate the 
beliefs and knowledge of those they serve in their 
decision-making (Meyer and Rowan 1977; DiMaggio 
and Powell 1983; Eesley and Lenox 2006). When 
an organization or agency conducts itself in a 
socially appropriate manner and aligns itself with 
a community’s values, beliefs, norms, and rules, 
the community is more likely to believe it is acting 
legitimately (Sonpar, Pazzaglia, and Kornijenko 
2010; Dowling and Pfeffer 1975; Suchman 1995). 
Transparency is always critical. Organizations must 
openly communicate with the public and demonstrate 
sound decision-making to be perceived as legitimate 
and trustworthy (Raphael and Karpowitz 2013; Fung 
2003). In such conditions, the public is more likely 
to engage with and collaborate with the efforts of 
government. 
Defensible Space 
Comprehensive crime policy includes interventions 
to address the built environment and its effect on 
behavior, known as Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design, or CPTED, a crime 
deterrence strategy that promotes defensible 
space, public safety, and quality of life by improving 
the physical features and social consequences of 
shared space (Jeffery 1971). Communities create 
defensible space when the physical characteristics 
of an environment help residents to feel a sense 
of ownership and to participate in collective 
guardianship. 
Projects and research in the CPTED field fall into two 
categories, often called first generation and second 
generation CPTED. First generation CPTED focuses 
almost exclusively on the physical attributes of 
communities and consists of the following principles: 
territoriality (encouraging ownership of space), 
natural surveillance (increased visibility), activity 
support (promotion of public activities), and access 
control (limiting means of entry for a space) (Cozens 
and Love 2015). Second generation CPTED focuses 
on the social aspects of a community, such as 
cohesion (the solidification of relationships between 
stakeholders in the community), connectivity 
(mechanisms that connect and encourage 
communication), community culture (events that 
encourage a sense of community, and neighborhood 
capacity (presence of social stabilizers and balanced 
land use) (Saville and Cleveland 1998; Cozens and 
Love 2015). In a CPTED effort, residents should 
be included in the identification of neighborhood 
problems and in the selection of strategies to solve 
those problems.
Researchers report that CPTED interventions 
focused on the physical characteristics of buildings 
can help prevent property crime, including efforts 
to improve lighting, locks, surveillance, garbage 
removal, and street maintenance (Ekblom 2011; 
Gill and Turbin 1999; Poyner 1993; Ramsay 1991). 
Some studies, however, find less support for the 
key hypotheses of CPTED. Crime reduction in one 
neighborhood may be offset by displacement of 
crime to other neighborhoods (Cozens and Love 
2015), and crime could be lessened at one time of 
day while increasing at a different time (Johnson, 
Guerette, and Bowers 2014). Researchers also 
acknowledge that CPTED projects are inherently 
difficult to evaluate because of the many 
methodological issues associated with place-based 
crime interventions.
CONCLUSION
The evaluation of MAP began with an effort to 
assess its implementation in NYCHA developments. 
Researchers at JohnJayREC are documenting 
various meetings and trainings with agency 
partners, stakeholder groups, and resident leaders 
of NYCHA communities, as well as conducting 
face-to-face interviews with dozens of key actors 
from the public and private agencies involved in 
MAP. The implementation assessment will help 
the study to create a set of variables representing 
the extent to which the launch and management of 
MAP was consistent with the City’s intentions and 
whether that consistency varied among MAP sites. 
Researchers will use the information to separate 
MAP communities into varying levels of fidelity and 
then examine the relationship between adherence 
to MAP and various outcomes among the NYCHA 
developments involved in MAP. 
In addition to assembling data about the activities, 
services, and supports offered to NYHCA residents 
as part of MAP, the evaluation team is relying on 
law enforcement data, victimization statistics, and 
other indicators of social and economic well-being 
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to measure social conditions in New York City 
neighborhoods. Whenever possible, this information 
is geocoded to locate events in very small areas 
(actual X/Y coordinates if available). The information 
is used to estimate social conditions in all MAP areas 
before and after MAP and to compare them with 
statistically-matched, non-MAP areas. 
Finally, researchers are working with NORC to 
design and implement surveys of representative 
samples of NYCHA residents in MAP developments 
and non-MAP comparison sites. Two waves of the 
survey will be administered in 2019 and 2020 to 
measure the experiences, perceptions, and attitudes 
of residents and to model other critical outcomes that 
would be unknown if the evaluation focused only on 
available administrative data about agency efforts 
and crime incidents. All outcomes from administrative 
sources and resident surveys will be tested for their 
relationship to MAP components and any significant 
differences between MAP sites and non-MAP sites 
will serve as one basis for estimating the effects of 
MAP. 
Evaluating MAP is a complex endeavor, but the 
study deploys varying approaches to increase 
statistical power and examine effects for a wide 
array of outcomes, including analyzing individual 
survey responses and multiple observations across 
time for some measures. The evaluation’s sample 
size is a key constraint, but may be less concerning 
when the evaluation investigates whether particular 
MAP activities lead to particular outcomes, when 
it tests fidelity to the MAP mission, or in analyses 
of MAP’s effects on resident attitudes and beliefs. 
The primary question explored by the evaluation is 
MAP’s effect on public safety. Acknowledging these 
methodological challenges, the evaluation employs a 
multi-modal approach that should yield a rich portrait 
of the MAP process and its effects in ways that 
offset the statistical constraints on the study’s test of 
its central hypothesis—i.e. the presence of MAP in 
NYCHA developments will be associated with greater 
reductions in crime and fear of crime than those 
observed in other NYCHA developments not involved 
in the MAP initiative. 
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